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Responsive to the restriction/election requirement mailed 09/20/99, 
applicant provisionally elects Group I (claims 1, 2, 3, 11, 4, 7-9, 10, 12 
and 15-17) with traverse as noted below. 

It is submitted that the restriction requirement is improper per se. 
It is noted that claims 1, 2, 3 and 11 are included in each of the four 
groups. It is then stated that the claims of Group I and II, Groups I 
and III, Groups I and IV, Groups II and III, Groups II and IV, and 
Groups III and V are separate inventions. However, the individual 
groups include the same claims. Claim 1, for example, in Group I 
cannot logically be said to be patentably distinguishable from claim 1 in 
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Group II. This is likewise true of the remaining claims common to each 
of the four enumerated groups. 

It is stated in paragraphs 5-10 that the various groups, in various 
combinations, are separate inventions. It is stated that the inventions 
in these groups are distinct. There is no indication in the Action 
regarding distinct species but rather distinct "inventions." Applicant must 
therefore assume that the action is an election requirement requiring an 
election of one in the four enumerated inventions. It is submitted that, 
for the above reasons, this is improper and does not meet prima facie 
requirements for a restriction requirement. 

It is further submitted that election and species restriction 
requirements are discretionary within the Patent and Trademark Office. 
Applicant has submitted claims that are closely related in a specific field 
(cutting table fences), has not exceeded the number of claims allowed 
for payment of the filing fee, and has not exceeded the number of 
independent claims allowed for the payment of the filing fee. Thus, the 
Applicant should be entitled to examination on the merits of the claims 
as presented. This should not create an undue burden on the Patent 
and Trademark Office. On the other hand, division of this application 
into four separate applications would create a severe burden on the 
Applicant in terms of preparation fees, filing fees, issue fees and 
maintenance fees. 
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It is urgently requested that the election/restriction requirement be 
withdrawn and that action on the merits of all claims in this application 
be issued. 

If the Examiner wishes to discuss these issues further, a telephone 
interview is invited. 

Respectfully submitted, 


Dated: ////?/?? 


By: 


Ja^es L. Price 
Reg. No. 27,376 
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